The current article traces back the scientific interest to cultural levels across the organization at the University of National and World Economy, and especially in the series of Economic Alternatives -an official scientific magazine, issued by this Institution. Further, a wider and critical review of international achievements in this field is performed, revealing diverse analysis perspectives with respect to cultural levels. Also, a useful model of exploring and teaching the cultural levels beyond the organization is proposed.
Introduction
B ulgaria's accession to the European Union from the 1 st of January 2007 proved to be not only a glorious date, that marked general acknowledgements of the successful end in hard Critical Review of Models, Containing Cultural Levels beyond the Organizational One and tedious endeavors, exerted by local politicians, business leaders and society for establishment of an open market economy with democratic system, but also the beginning of an even more "complex game" within business and political contexts of the relations among separate member states in the Union. Just like the strained post-merger period of two previously separately existed companies, the elder member states, on one side (although there are many differences among them), and Bulgaria, on the other side, had to adapt culturally to each other, taking their time to surmount the typical cultural shock of becoming well acquainted with each other and long held prejudices of each other (Roth, 2012; Lewis, 2006; Paunov, 2009) . Relying on the axiom "one who pays the bill, orders the music", it is not surprising that Bulgarian politicians, business leaders and society are doomed to walk the larger part of the road to "the point of cultural cohesion" (fit), since our developing country is a beneficiary of pre-accession funds and operative programs of European social funds for current and future program periods, and is subject to monitoring process by the European committee, measuring the results *Kiril Dimitrov is a Ph.D., chief assistant at the Industrial Business Department of UNWE, e-mail: kscience@unwe.eu of followed paces in required reforms in different spheres (business; ecology; legislation; judicial power; preventing nepotism and corruption practices, financial frauds, money laundering; security, electronic government, etc.). In fact the first five years of country's membership in the "Club of the richest" above all things represent a period when:
 Bulgarian business leaders and politicians had to redefine their concept of internal and external market, accepting the challenges of higher competitiveness and social responsibility of the entities in the Uniform European market. The last undertaking is embodied in necessary changes in the basic assumptions of the "local players", associated with redefining (updating) of their answers to sensitive issues, constituting the contents of the main problems in organizational culture, i.e. external adaptation and internal integration.  The World financial and economic crisis had to be used as an opportunity of seamless entering into the regional markets of a number of other EU member states by Bulgarian business entities.  Bulgarian business and politicians had to further develop their relations with the other EU member states, and especially these that are culturally closer to us.  Bulgarian state had to accept the role of an outside boundary for the EU, diligently performing respective rights and responsibilities.
The achieved results on these criteria are far from being excellent, but undertaking interventions in these spheres, considering the accompanying cultural context, comes as the inevitable future of Bulgarian business, politicians and society, switching from unprofitable "nominal membership" in the EU to real, beneficial inclusion in the activities and deliberate development of the Uniform European market. That is why a greater attention is needed to studying of cultural levels beyond organization.
Dominating Views to Cultural Levels Across the Organization
Traditionally local scientists at UNWE do not put a great emphasis on knowledge and research in the field of cultural awareness and intelligence beyond the organization, excepting (adapted and partial) reproductions of Hofstede's survey of national cultures or Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner's cultural dimensions in Bulgarian context, done by Minkov (2002) , Genov (2004) , Davidkov (2005) , Ivanov et. al. (2001) , and Kolev et. al. (2009a) . Outside the academic society, in the local business circles and public administration, pervasive negligence is demonstrated to cultural issues that may be considered with confidence as one of the main sources of the deep, long, local economic and political crisis from the last decade in the 20 th century. A review of the articles, oriented to cultural studies, and published in the issues of the UNWE's scientific magazine, confirms this statement because there the research results revealed that the study of the cultural levels beyond organization has not been chosen as an investigative question by the scientists (see table 1 ).
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1. Dimov (2010) The articles are accessible either as hard copies in the university library (i.e. in the periodicals reading room) or as electronic documents through the university sub-site. The contents of cultural awareness courses at UNWE traditionally present the points of view of one or more of the following scientists: Hofstede, Paunov, Trompanaars and Hampden-Turner, and Todorov. Hofstede (2010a, 2010b) justifies the existence of three levels of culture, influencing to a great extent the formation and evolution of a target organizational culture, as follows: national level, professional level, and gender level (see figure 1) . Source: Hofstede (2010a) In his framework of cultural levels Hofstede establishes a hierarchical (vertical) order, locating at the highest point the attributes of the national level, followed consecutively by professional, organizational and gender one. According to the scientist national cultures differ from each other on the basis of unconsciously held values, shared by the majority of the respective population. He defines a value as a widely preferred state of being in comparison to other possible ones. In this way the Dutchman proposes acceptable explanations to the observed cultural specifics at national level, as follows:
 National cultures show their stability in time, permitting changes in dominating value set not until occurrence of an evident shift among generations.  The turbulent influences of the environment may cause in most of the cases just changes in the practices (symbols, heroes, rituals), while the underlying values still remain intact. The last ones may undergo certain changes in extreme occasions, such as wars, death of a family member, severe illness, natural disasters, etc.  The cultural unit at national and regional level may not correspond to the established boundaries among different countries. So, not only culturally similar regions may belong to different states, but also big countries may consist of culturally differing regions. The smaller the country, the greater cultural homogeneity it possesses. The importance of the professional level stems from individual's obligatory "mind programming" before his/her entering in a certain occupational field. Hofstede views it as a mix of national and organizational cultural elements that determine its place in the proposed hierarchy. Occupational cultures possess their sets of specific symbols, heroes and rituals.
Hofstede compares the intensity of expressed feelings and fears in regard to demonstrated behaviors by the opposite sex to the intensity of people's reactions to clashes with foreign (alien) cultures. He assumes that national culture influences to a great extent the established difference between sexes. The existence of two differing male and female cultures in a given Paunov (2005) explores the relation of organizational culture with other cultural systems, differentiating culture (specific to group or category and learned) from related terms as human nature (universal and inherited) and personality (specific to individual, inherited and learned), adhering to Hofstede's vertical perspective (1994) . But Paunov's interpretation reveals certain nuances (see figure 2) . First, the hierarchical perspective in studying and organizing of cultural levels is preserved and a bit enriched, concerning the position, determined for the individual who is viewed dually as a member of civil society and as a performing employee, contributing to a certain organization. Second, the direct link between "individual culture" (as a rule considered as the basic cultural unit, not a cultural level) and "organizational culture" implies author's support to the existence of an "overarching organization culture", consisting in some cases of separate sub-cultures -a notion, shared by the majority of researchers in the cultural field. Additionally, this approach implies Paunov's modern concept of career as individual's portfolio of skills and competences that may be transferred from one workplace to another (Arthur, Rousseau, 1996) . It may be concluded that the author inherently considers the possibility of hired laborers' outliving employer organizations. Third, a dashed arrow is constructed to show Paunov's adhering to Hofstede's vertical perspective, revealing the subordination of "organizational culture" to "national culture". Fourth, Paunov labels all identified cultural levels beyond the organizational one with the collective term "other cultural systems". Fifth, diverse criteria for further segmentation of the elements, belonging to the identified main cultural levels (in the text boxes), are proposed (the right side of the figure) . The greater importance of some of these criteria is underlined by their use in more than one cultural system (i.e. a level beyond the organization). Sixth, the "industrial segmentation criterion" is located in the upper right from the organizational culture level (text box) to reveal the logic direction of subordination.
Additionally, Paunov (2008) enriches his perspective on cultural levels beyond the organization in order to analyze in a better way business-related cultural issues by presenting Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner's framework of cultural layers (1998). The notion of hidden from all sides cultural layers is directly illustrated here (see figure 3) Source: Trompenaars, Hampden-Turner (1998 ), Paunov (2008 Fig.3 
. A Framework of Cultural Layers
Unbiased observer's posing direct questions to members of the assessed group, in order to decipher strange and confusing behaviors for him/herself, is considered as a normal way in penetrating into a deeper cultural layer, i.e. the layer of norms and values. Here the authors describe traditional definitions and characteristics of norms (what is right or wrong, "how I normally should behave") and values (what is good or bad, an attribute close to shared ideals by group members, "a criterion to determine a choice from existing alternatives") and a classification criterion of one of these terms (formality: formal norms -written laws; informal laws -social control). The congruence between norms and values is greatly appreciated by Trompenaars and HampdenTurner who see it as the main source of cultural stability, the antipode to which leads to "a destabilizing tension" and "disintegration". The stability and salience in shared meanings of norms and values in a community are considered as a sufficient condition for their further development and elaboration. Here, it is assumed that dominating norms and values influence group members on both conscious and subconscious level.
The core layer of assumptions about existence is used to explain the great diversity among different groups of people in preferred definitions of norms and values, initiating the analysis with defining of survival as people's most basic value, in terms of "fighting" with nature on a daily basis and giving examples again with the specific problems of different nations and taking into account the specific conditions of different geographic regions and the available resources to the inhabitants. Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner rely on the axiom that people tend to self-organize in order to maximize the effectiveness of their problem-solving processes. It seems these problems are complex and recurring (revolving) and require continuous efforts in their daily resolution. The repetitive characte r of these actions, undertaken by people, for the sake of achieving short term successes in a certain field, causes their gradual disappearance from human consciousness. In this way individuals find their ways of coping with anxiety by reacting to environment threats with proven solutions out of their awareness, i.e. the set of shared basic assumptions by the group. Discussion is determined to be the only one technique that may bring to surface a basic assumption by posing the right questions which provoke as a rule confusion or irritation among target participants. Then surprisingly the authors claim that this is the way how organizations work, explaining even the reason of initiating change programs in the entities, i.e. situations when "certain old ways of doing things do not work any more".
The earliest book in the sphere of firm culture at UNWE, edited by Todorov (1992) , is among the most popular sources, cited by students in the course works, assigned to them through the enacted syllabus, but its contents does not provide detailed information of cultural levels outside the organization (see table 2 ). So, students have to put in additional research efforts, searching for related sources in the scientific databases.
The Broader Horizon of Frameworks, Describing the Cultural Levels beyond the Organization
Scientific databases (EBSCO, ScienceDirect, Springer, Scopus and ProQuest) provide a richer picture on cultural levels as diverse perspectives of analysis, essence of existing relations, application spheres, assumptions of layer contents, orientation to (re)(ab)solving certain issues, etc. The hierarchical perspective in structuring cultural levels is further elaborated to include the global one (Erez, Gati, 2004; Wilhelms, Shaki, Hsiao, 2009 ). The option of lateral relations among levels is also presented, through the lens of Karahanna et.al. (2005) who even defines a supranational level as a mild equivalent of global one. Hofstede's work on cultural levels is revealed not only through the criterion of their scope or generality, but also by the essence of relation between values and practices, expressed by their different mixes (Hofstede, 1990; Hofstede, 1991; Hofstede, 2010b) . The multiple attitude to individual is described, too, outlining three alternatives: (a) as just a product of a certain culture (Wilhelms, Shaki, Hsiao, 2009) or (b) as a separate cultural level (Erez, Gati, 2004) , or (c) as a set of two layers (Espinar, 2010) . Specific sets of cultural levels, depending on different application spheres as higher education (Rutherford, Kerr, 2008) , information technologies (Ali, Brooks, 2009) , task forces (Schein, 2010) , human learned behavior (O'Neil, 2006) are analyzed. Even perfunctory attention to cultural levels concept is detected (Schein, 2010) . 
Erez and Gati's Model of Cultural Layers
Erez and Gati (2004) propose a five level cultural model, bearing its specific structural and dynamic dimensions (see figure 4) . The model is structured as a hierarchy of layers, consecutively nested one in the other. The core level in the framework is represented by the cultural image of the individual who participates in groups, organizations, nations and global culture. The authors view at culture as a system of shared meanings that may emerge at each of the mentioned levels. Model's dynamics is achieved by maintained relations among the levels, especially the ways in which they influence each other. The last may be summarized, as follows:
 A society's shared meanings are accepted to a satisfactory extent by the running top-down socialization process. In this way societal values become a part of an individual's personality.
 The components of higher rank systems (group, organization, national level) are constructed by value aggregation and sharing process.
Thus, Erez and Gati succeed in defining important cultural characteristics of the mentioned cultural levels:
 Global culture. The contemporary working environment is totally transformed by occurred globalization, expressed mostly by the increasing economic interSource: Erez and Gati (2004) 
Wilhelms, Shaki and Hsiao's Perspective on Cultural Levels
The standardized model by Wilhelms, Shaki and Hsiao (2009) 3) Exploring the role of global consumer culture, regarding brand positioning through advertising in Asia, North America, and Europe. 4) Exploring young consumers' perceptions of multinational firms and their acculturation channels towards western products in transition economies. 5) Study of international organizations, the "education-economic growth" black box, and the development of world education culture. 6) Exploring the effects of culture and socioeconomics on the performance of global brand image strategies.
Source: Wilhelms, Shaki and Hsiao (2009) The scientists use the term "cultural layer" to describe the environment in which organizations perform. The individual -the smallest structural, cultural element (unit) -is located at the core of the model as a basic participant in the realization of all cultural layers. By contrast with Erez and Gati (2004) , Wilhelms, Shaki and Hsiao (2009) deny the existence of specific individual culture, considering that the individual may only belong to (or possess) a certain culture, spread at least among the members of a certain group. So, it becomes evident that culture cannot be classified at "individual level". The proposed cultural layers embody possible locations of the organizations up and down the established environments in the model (see figure 5) . The content of the separate layers is constantly changing. The information may be transmitted across the layers in two directions -from the surface to the individual and from the core to the global layer. Inside-out transformation occurs in the model when its core is affected (influenced) by transmitted information. All cultural layers are characterized by their density and erosion. Each cultural layer possesses specific density, corresponding to the achieved extent of structural complexity, incarnated in the present social and organizational forms in it. The density of a certain cultural layer is measured both by the penetration speed the information flows in it and by the ways in which information is being filtered during its flow. Cultural layer's density may change under the influence of external and internal factors (for example enacted laws and regulations). The availability of high density in a cultural layer means that information cannot penetrate in it because of enacted policies, normative acts, etc. In this way the Source: Wilhelms, Shaki and Hsiao (2009) two-way informational flow between the layers may be ceased with a set purpose -the flow's dynamics is blocked, its influence is decreased and consequences, associated with transmitted information, are prevented from occurrence.
The cultural erosion is an intrinsic, natural process, running in the model. Generally it is perceived as some kind of change. The erosion may come into being at each cultural layer as a result of influences from within it, due to the passing inside-out or outside-in informational flow, enacted laws and policies and natural changes.
Subculture is another basic attribute in this model and is identified as a certain social or organizational group that belongs to a given cultural layer which may be inhabited by many subcultures. Wilhelms, Shaki and Hsiao (2009) allow comparing different subcultures only if the last exist in a single layer and there is an acceptable fit between the explored cultural layer and its subcultures.
Thus, Wilhelms, Shaki and Hsiao (2009) become capable of precisely determining the essence of the core and each of the identified cultural layers, as follows:
 The core, i.e. individual. Individuals are products of culture they belong to. They have learned to act in specific ways within the socio-cultural environment. That is why they occupy the core of culture with relation to shared beliefs, attitudes, norms, roles and values. In this way the shared elements of subjective culture emerge and last, being transferred between generations as memories of personal experience including language, time, and space (layout). Therefore, the relation between memories and culture may be determined to the effect that the culture to a given society is "the same as" memories to an individual.  Micro culture. This layer emerges by the formation of small groups (for instance friends, followers, etc.), although great volatility in group's size is possible, limited in the interval from the number of members in a family to personnel's average annual number in a company. Subcultures within the organizational culture context are accepted as "values" in this interval, too. Each group, which members hold shared behavioral patterns, may be a part of this cultural layer including ethnical groups. Single representatives of micro culture are components of wider cultural constructs and higher rank cultural systems. At this level the strongest connection (intimacy) among the members of a group may be achieved. The option of cultural segmentation is available here.  Meso culture. It is intended to fill up the vacuum between micro and macro cultural layers. The authors share the concept that for sure meso culture differs from subculture. That is why they define precisely cultural groups, typical for the meso layer as larger than the average number of the personnel in a company and smaller in number than a nation, for example communities, consisting of two or more firms (consortiums, companies with at least two separate business units), or consisting of two or more families (entrepreneurial networks). The group members of meso culture are characterized by homogeneity, expressed in some behavioral aspects.  Macro culture. The scientists define it as collective programming of human mind in a specific geographical region with upper limits, coinciding with territories of separate states, i.e. the national framework. Thus they succeed in restricting spheres and dimensions of undertaken studies at this layer. The macro culture systems take the shape of clusters from organizations or social groups within a target national framework, for example two or more representatives of meso layer which may not share the same attitudes but obligatory belong to a given national framework. That is why the authors conclude that the achieved group homogeneity here is weaker in comparison to meta culture layer. (2009) guarantee that their framework is not static by considering organizations that may be classified in a given layer at a definite moment as dynamically developing systems whose growth strivings may lead them to necessary penetration into other layers. So it sounds logical that localizations (spheres) within which a given company or industry operates, and the achieved phase of their evolutionary development are the two criteria that predetermine their belonging to a certain cultural layer. That is why the scientists ground the design and implementation of a regular monitoring review and assessment process, concerning the current performance state of each target organization at a given cultural layer.
Other Necessary Facets in Hofstede's Work
The results from two large scientific projects, led by Hofstede, help the scientist identify and organize in a sequential order different cultural levels, based on the crite-
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Economic Alternatives, issue 1, 2012 rion of respective weight in "the ratio" between values and practices (symbols, rituals, heroes). Thus, the Dutch reaches the conclusions that national cultures differ to the greatest extent in values, dominating in each of them (Hofstede, 1991; Hofstede et. al., 2010) , while organizational cultures differ to the greatest extent in practices, dominating in each of them (Hofstede et. al., 1990) . In this way it becomes clear that different mixes of values and practices exist at the identified cultural levels beyond the organizational one (see figure 6 ).
Hofstede explains the availability of differences in "values -practices" observed mixes at separate cultural levels with diverse locations of learning or socialization of the mentioned couple of attributes. First, values as "mental programs" are acquired mainly during childhood and adolescence in one's lifetime and in locations as one's family, neighborhood and school. Second, the organizational culture is learned by a newcomer in a certain entity during the process of his/her socialization which is generally undergone as an adult (above 18 years, for professionals with higher education at the age of above 22 years) whose individual set of values is already formed. Third, gender and nationality are the only two cultural attributes, present at birth in one's lifetime. Forth, values of founders and leaders in a given organization may differentiate from the individual value sets of the employees. That is why founders and leaders may create and disseminate only daily practices among the organization's members, embodied in symbols, heroes and rituals. Since the employees have their personal and social lives out of the organizations, they are not stimulated or forced to change the items in their established individual value sets in contrast to the inhabitants of a prison, a mental hospital, an orphanage, a monastery, a nursing home, etc., where the members are isolated from the wider community for a certain time, reside and/or work on a confined territory and generally are in a similar life situation, leading a formally administered way of life.
It seems evident that membership in a given
Source : Hofstede et. Al. (2010) 
Fig.6. Hofstede's Cultural Levels and Corresponding Socialization Locations
organization is not the prime criterion of formation and/or changes in an individual's values (see figure 7) .
That is why the specialists in the sphere of human resource management are considered as the main driving force in:
 Maintaining or changing the dominating values in the organization by recruitment and selection of the "right people" for the organization or laying off "inappropriate people" (gender, nationality, social class, education, age) and  Ensuring the adequate adoption of the practices (symbols, heroes, rituals) by the newcomers through an established formal socialization process. Therefore Hofstede infers that because of practices' domination over values in the mix, the organizational culture seems to a greater extent manageable through management's undertaking changes in the sphere of practices, i.e. preferred ways of employees' doing things in the organization, including facts about the business, how it works, proven cause-effect relationships, etc. The Dutch points out that as a rule an employer is not able to provoke changes in employee's values, since the last are formed earlier before their encounter, but may only activate already possessed by the subordinate latent values by allowing manifestation of previously forbidden practices in the organization. Karahanna, Evaristo and Srite (2005) assume that specific individual's characteristics account for potentially different influences that the separate cultural levels exert on him. Thus, the scientists succeed in identifying two streams of cultural level influence on individual's behaviors:
Karahanna et. al's Special View of Cultural Levels
 Hofstede (2001) , Hofstede (1991 ), Hofstede et. al. (1990 of Hofstede (1991) and Straub et. al. (2002) that there exists a kind of interaction among the cultural levels, since manager and employee behaviors may be affected by diverse influences of different cultural levels (national, organizational, subculture, etc.). But Karahanna, Evaristo and Srite (2005) not only think that cultural levels and cultural layers 2 may impact each person differently, based on particular situation and individual's values, but also emphasize the complex essence of this impact by bringing forth the idea that cultural levels to some extent may be laterally related to each other. Thus, the researchers reject previously dominated Hofstede's concept of hierarchical understanding as the only one perspective in analyzing and classifying cultural levels on generality criterion within the interval, formed by the upper limit of a (supra)national level 3 and the lower limit of a group one (see figure 8 ).
The logic of scientists' presumption is supported by the essence of the contemporary business relations, as follows:
 The greater part of the multinational companies operate under specific condiSource: Karahanna, Evaristo, Srite (2005) Since each individual is characterized by certain national, ethnical and language affiliations, religious orientation, special education, etc. which allow his being classified in different subcultures of the society, Karahanna, Evaristo and Srite (2005) may define the subjective culture of each person as a compound of at least several cultural levels. Additionally, if the individual works in a given organization, this entity is also presented in society by its dominating culture (see figure 8) .
Karahanna, Evaristo and Srite (2005) share Hofstede's concept of two types of human learning in one's life -unconscious one, focused on values, and conscious one, focused on practices, but they go further to apply the system approach in analyzing values, considering their interdependence, the potential existence of a relative priority for each item in the set and assuming its stability. They leave an open door to changes in value set over time, due to migration, personal experience and extreme circumstances. Change management perspective to organizational analysis leads the scientists to conclusion that change agents find it easier to transform practices in comparison to values which is described as hardly feasible undertaking. In this way they pose the issue of property (essence) and quality in "value-practices" relation and outline some of its important shades, as follows:
 Practices make an impact on values during the formation period of the last, i.e. human childhood and adolescence.  The practices entirely lose their influence on values during the later stages in human life.  As a source of potential cultural differences values show greater relative importance at the more general cultural levels (for example the national one), while practices dominate at less general cultural levels (for example the group one).  Practices are constantly changing because these attributes are to a greater extent related to the environment.  Numerous interruptions in high degree "values-practices" fit (congruence) are observed. In fact in many real life cases the practices simply do not embody the underlying values or are not in congruence with them, which may be due to a great contradiction between the assigned practices at a given cultural level (for instance organizational one) and the values, filling with contents another cultural level (for instance national one).
Rutherford and Kerr's Framework of Cultural Levels
Rutherford and Kerr (2008) also propose a model of some kind of laterally interacting cultural layers that exist under the specific conditions of the respective internet culture
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Economic Alternatives, issue 1, 2012 in a given educational organization (see figure 9 ). They consider that the successful design of online training environment requires taking into account the specificity of certain teaching-related cultural layers as follows: a national culture, a professional-academic culture, dominating culture among the students in a given educational institution, a target classroom culture, the organizational culture of the analyzed educational institution and cultures, related to international education. By this model the scientists pay great attention to important cultural aspects in design process of online learning environments, i.e. educative software and online training computer platforms. Generally, design process of such deliverables flows within a certain cultural context whose values and standards get embodied in the deliverables. Authors' view lies on research results, revealing that deliberate increase in working speed, openness in communications, levels of informality in realized relations and freedom of questioning dominate in design of communications platforms in the region of North-America (Reeder et. al., 2004) . But Rutherford and Kerr (2008) assume that the expression of such values may turn out inacceptable within certain cultures. That is why they consider the demonstration of intercultural competence as extremely important and outline it Source: Rutherford, Kerr (2008) 
Fig.9. Important Cultural Layers in Process of Online Learning Environment Design
as developing a certain attitude to curiosity and openness, accumulating knowledge of the interactions among people in a society and acquiring skills for critical interpretation of new cultural knowledge. That is why the authors claim that the creation of online training environment, recognizing the influence of dominating cultural dimensions on instructors' and trainees' perceptions proves to be a very difficult task. The scientists try to resolve this issue by applying Tylee' set of subsequent design process decisions (2002) as a necessary condition in the design process of online training environment, concerning the acceptable extent of interaction among individuals, the appropriate motivational approaches for users, the establishment of a healthy balance between group and individual opinions or one-person work and teamwork, assessment of appropriate extent of uncertainty avoidance, choosing an appropriate teaching style for a target audience, selection of appropriate appraisal methods, etc.
Espinar's Cultural Levels
Espinar (2010) applies a framework of cultural layers through the lens of international business communications, justifying this approach with already proven dependence of a company's successful performance on the global market on efficient and effective demonstration of communication ability in an intercultural context. The scientist considers that individuals transfer their cultural values to the communicative process. In this way she is able to explain the specific process of message filtering through a set of cultural layers, done by each (potential) business partner in cross-cultural business related encounters. Further on the researcher points out that demonstrated complexity of human behavioural modes determines potential success of undertaken business initiatives. In
Cultural layer Description

Global Culture
Globalization is the driving force here, since it is assumed that people from different cultures rely on the same rules and behaviours to ensure a certain extent of success during communication process in business contexts, i.e. the participants try to adapt to the intercultural situation setting by deliberately deviating from otherwise their dominating cultural behaviours.
National Culture
It is oriented to traditions, behaviours, feelings, values, etc., that are common to a nation.
Regional Culture It embodies the values that individuals share to some extent within a region.
Organizational Culture
Its meaning is limited to a management means to control organizational performance.
Group Culture
It refers to a group of people, united by a common relationship as work, profession or family.
Personal Culture It represents an individual's specific understanding of time, space and reality.
Biological Culture
It outlines the universal reactions by humans to their physical needs. 
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Economic Alternatives, issue 1, 2012 fact the applied framework of cultural layers, affecting the communication process, is summarized by Targowski and Metwalli (2003) who arrange the components in a sequential order by diminishing generality, define the individual as a separate cultural layer and differentiate the set from already mentioned ones by adding a biological layer (see table 4 ). But Targowski and Metwalli (2003) go even further to describe the general structure of a cultural layer, revealing the intricacy of its contents and relations (see figure  10 ). The scientists claim that all identified elements in the structure are present at each of the seven levels in spite of the observed inequality in their prominence. The researchers specify "communication channel", i.e. the medium of the message, and "climate", i.e. people's openness to communicate, as other two equally significant factors, concerning the intercultural process. O'Neil (2006) uses simultaneously the terms layers and levels in his framework to propose the existence of three components, forming human learned behavior patterns and perceptions, starting with the most obvious one, as follows:
O'Neil's Cultural Levels
 The specific body of cultural traditions for a society. People from separate nationalities may be referred to a shared language, specific traditions and beliefs that differentiate them from other peoples. The majority of members in a nation have acquired their culture from their predecessors.  The subculture is the second cultural layer, forming human identity. The complex, diverse societies are viewed as a compound of immigrant groups from different parts of the world whose members often preserve much of their original cultures. The specific shared cultural traits allow a certain group to be identified as a subculture in the new society its members have joined. This classification of cultural levels uses the society of the USA as an example: Vietnamese Americans, African Americans, and Mexican Americans, to describe differences among these subcultures by identity, food tradition, dialect or Source: Targowski and Metwalli (2003) Fig .10 . Structure of a Culture Layer language, and etc., inherited through common ancestral background and experience. O'Neil dwells on a typical situation in the USA society when the cultural differences between a subculture and the dominant national culture gradually blur and eventually disappear. The scientist outlines the transition of a given subculture into a group of people who identify themselves as citizens of the USA first and claim only a common ancestry (for example German Americans and Irish Americans).  Cultural universals are the attributes, constituting the third cultural level. O'Neil defines them as learned behavior patterns, shared by the whole mankind and proposes a long list of such "human cultural" traits, as follows: (a) communicating with a verbal language consisting of a limited set of sounds and grammatical rules for constructing sentences; (b) using age, gender, marriage and descent relationships to classify people (e.g., teenager, senior citizen, woman, man, wife, mother, uncle, cousin); (c) raising children in some sort of family setting; (d) having a concept of privacy; (e) having rules to regulate sexual behavior; etc. The scientist notes that there is a great diversity in the way of carrying out or expressing cultural universals. For instance, people with disabilities (deaf and dumb) use the finger alphabet to communicate with the sign language instead of verbal language. But both types of languages have their specific grammatical rules. Kaminski (2006) analyzes cultural levels as pairs, each one consisting of a super-culture and a subculture. A superculture is defined as "an even more extensive shared perspective that in some way governs the perspective of the subcultures within it" (for example American culture versus General American business culture), while a subculture is defined as "a shared perspective within a larger culture". The analysis here is concentrated on the The researcher concludes that better understanding the levels of super-cultures and subcultures may be useful to decision-makers in bringing to surface important assumptions that may generate opportunities for exerting deliberate influence or may be the targets of a change program of a certain business related, social and religious issue (see figure 11) .
Steven Kaminski's View to Cultural Levels
A Framework of Cultural Levels by Ali and Brooks
Ali and Brooks (2009) make a difference between cultural levels and cultural layers (Hofstede's practices and values). The identified tendency of existing correspondence and relations between levels and layers is similar to Hofstede's ideas of the changing contents in "values -practices" mix. The proposed framework of cultural levels by the scientists is based on a number of cultural studies predominantly in the information technologies sphere where individuals are labeled not only as the basic cultural unit, but also constitute the least general cultural level (see table 5). 
Levels Descriptions
National level (macro level, social level, cross-cultural level) Culture, shared among the people in a society or a country.
Organizational level Culture, shared among people, working in an organization.
Group level
Culture, shared among people with similar profession or occupation, or a subculture of people with specific interests (a political party, a social stratum).
Individual level (micro culture, subjective culture)
Subjective culture of the individual -it embodies the extent to which the individual perceives (absorbs, learns) different cultures the last belongs to.
Source: Ali and Brooks (2009) . 
Edgar Schein's Try in Identification of Cultural Levels beyond the Organization
Traditionally, Edgar Schein's attention is directed to deeper study and measurement of culture only at organizational level (Schein, 2004; Schein 1999; Schein 1997; Schein 1988) . But lately the professor feels forced to take into account the increasing importance of cultural levels beyond the organization and without undertaking a new direction of his dominating scientific interest, i.e. the organization, the researcher takes an additional step to outline his contributions within wider cultural constructs (see table 6 ). That is why he labels cultural levels beyond the organization as "categories of culture" and analyzes them briefly in the introduction of his book (Schein, 2010) . The author describes microsystems as small coherent units within the organizations (surgical teams, task forces), possessing a specific "microculture" whose members cut across occupational groups which in fact differentiates these units from occupational subcultures.
Hierarchical perspective:
-presented by Wilhelms, Shaki and Hsiao (2009) Hierarchical perspective:
-presented by Wilhelms, Shaki and Hsiao (2009) Lateral perspective: -presented by Karahanna, Evaristo and Srite (2005) Lateral perspective: -presented by Karahanna, Evaristo and Srite (2005) Perspective of "values -practices" mixes across the cultural levels: -presented by G. Hofstede, G. J. Hofstede, Minkov (2010) Perspective of "values -practices" mixes across the cultural levels: -presented by G. Hofstede, G. J. Hofstede, Minkov (2010) Analyzing cultural levels beyond the organization 
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Model of Exploring (Teaching) Cultural Levels beyond the Organization
The drawn canvas of frameworks is rich enough to be considered as complicated and time consuming to be used in daily business, administrative or teaching activities. That is why a new model of exploring and teaching the cultural levels beyond the organizational one is proposed to assist business entities, public sector and non-governmental organizations in their continuous efforts in monitoring their environments and in searching and maintaining long-term, predictable partnerships not only within the EU, but also with "players" from other important regions of the world. Also the model may be useful to students and employees of Bulgarian origin, self-managing their careers, whose cultural awareness is not satisfactory and who inevitably are faced with the motley rag of the European labor market at the latest from the 1 st of January 2014. The model consists in elements (concrete cultural levels and layers) that may be analyzed in three perspectives with the potential to provide a detailed snapshot of target environments (driving forces, key players, cultural attributes, etc.) and dynamics of the interaction among separate cultural levels and layers (see figure 12 ), as follows:
 Hierarchical perspective (traditional). The analysis is based predominantly on Wilhelms, Shaki and Hsiao' framework (2009) as the most detailed and corresponding to Bulgaria's location at a crossroad between differing nations, religions, continents, etc. The use of this framework permits each observer to fill up its structure with some appropriate contents from supplementary scientific deliverables in the field by Erez and Gati (2004) , Hofstede (2010a) , Paunov (2005) , Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (2008), Espinar (2010) and O'Neil (2006) according to his/her specific necessities. Additionally, some elements in the structure of a target cultural layer may be identified with the help of Targowski and Metwalli's scientific results (2003) (see figure 10) .  Lateral perspective. The analysis is based on Karahanna, Evaristo, Srite (2005) , but at appropriate cases the frameworks by Rutherford and Kerr (2008) and Kaminski (2006) may be applied, too. This perspective may be exceptionally useful for exploring multinational organization's endeavors in our region, because a number of these, operating in Bulgaria, do not originate from the EU, although some are registered there.
 Perspective of varying "values -
practices" mixes as proposed by Hofstede et. al. (2010b) in order to reveal some aspects of the specific strength of key influencers on separate cultural levels (layers versus levels). Thus, valuable information, concerning complex existence of target organizations across separate cultural levels may be gathered, appropriately retrieved and wisely used during the timely updating of leadership decision-making and activities in the process of solving the key cultural issues members in the organizations confront everyday.
Conclusion
Cultural levels beyond the entity proved not to be a prime interest for the researchers at UNWE. But a higher cultural awareness, concerning the cultural levels beyond the organization, is urgently needed by Bulgarian business leaders in their search for new opportunities not only within the Uniform European market, but also on a worldwide scale, especially during the hard times of the World financial and economic crisis. This aim may not be met only with the traditional culture level teaching base, implemented at the University predominantly through Paunov's works (2005 Paunov's works ( , 2008 . The new turbulent and more complex business conditions require an elaborated approach of analyzing all already identified and emerging cultural levels, providing:
 Needed extent of further segmentation for traditionally considered ones.  Simultaneously three perspectives of analysis, i.e. a hierarchical one, a lateral one and the dynamics of "values-practices" mixes.  Diverse concepts of individual's performance and contribution across cultural levels.
